transformed data. The "edaphic group" (i.e. M vs NM) and "treatment" factors were fixed 180 factors. The "population" factor was a random factor nested in the "edaphic group" factor. The
181
"block" factor was tested as a random factor and did not have a significant effect on any shoot biomass decreased dramatically with increasing Cu to +10 µM ( Fig. 1 ). Growth was very 199 poor at +50 µM Cu in all populations and plants from Mi (NM) did not survive at this 200 concentration ( Fig. 1) . In contrast to other populations, leaf Cu of F5 plants did not increase 201 significantly with an increase of Cu to +10 µM, whereas a steady increase was observed in all 202 populations, up to 250-500 mg kg -1 DW in leaves, with increasing Cu from +10 to +50 µM.
203
Tolerance indices for Cu were consistently very low in NM populations at +10 and +50 204 µM Cu (TI ≤ 0.07), while they showed extensive variation among M populations (TI: 0.12-205 0.51 and 0.08-0.29 at +10 and +50 µM Cu, respectively). (Table S2 ). The interaction population within edaphic group*treatment was slightly significant. 
Population variation in leaf and root Cu and Co concentration 250

Leaf and root Cu concentration 251
Leaf Cu ranged from 16 to 338 mg kg -1 and from 76 to 761 mg kg -1 at +10 and +50 µM 252 Cu, respectively. Root Cu ranged from 828 to 6813 mg kg -1 and from 4347 to 81 088 mg kg -1 253 at +10 and +50 µM Cu, respectively. Leaf Cu and root Cu were not significantly correlated.
254
ANOVAs on leaf and root concentrations showed a significant effect of all factors and 255 interactions, except the interaction edaphic group*treatment interaction (Table S3 ). The few 256 variations of leaf and root Cu observed at +10 µM Cu did not match TI (rank correlation not 257 significant) (Fig. 3a) . Leaf Cu did not vary significantly between populations at +50 µM Cu 258 (Fig. 3b ).
259
Leaf/root Cu ratio was very low in all populations and the Ctrl, and varied weakly at 260 +10 µM (from 0.01 [Ctrl] to 0.05 [G2, M]) and at +50 µM (from 0.00 [Ctrl] to 0.04 [Ki]) ( Fig.   261 3). Variations in leaf/root Cu ratio did not match TI (rank correlation not significant). Cu tolerance by plants (Cornejo et al., 2008; Sun et al., 2010; Ma et al., 2011; Lenoir et al., 342 2016 
